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Attorney Docket No.: 1033-SS0O378 

L REAL PARTY IN INTEREST (37 CFJL § 4137(c)(l)(i)) 

The Real Party in Interest in the present Appeal is SBC Knowledge Ventures, 
L.P., the assignee, of patent application no, 10/623,274, as evidenced by the assignment 
set forth at Reel 014202, Frame 0682. 

H. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES (37 C.RR. § 4L37(c)(l)(ii)) 
With respect to other appeals or interferences that will directly affect, or be 
directly affected by, or have a bearing on the Board's decision in this appeal, Appellant is 
not aware of any such appeals or interferences. 

IIL STATUS OF CLAIMS (37 C.FJL § 41.37(c)(l)(iii)) 
A- Total Number of Claims in Application 

There are 30 claims pending in the application (claims 1-30). 

B- Status of All the Claims 

Claims 1, 10, 19, 23, and 26 are independent claims. According to paragraphs 3, 
4, and 5 of the Non-Final Office Action dated September 29, 2006 ("the 
September 29 Office Action"), claims 1-30 stand rejected, and are hereby 
appealed. 

C. Claims on Appeal 

There are 30 claims on appeal (claims 1-30). 

IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS (37 C.KR. § 4137(c)(1)(h )) 

The claims hereby appealed are based on the claims as amended in the Reply to 
Final Office Action and Request for Continued Examination filed August 21 , 2006 ? in 
response to the Fmal Office Action dated May 8, 2006. No amendment was offered or 
entered after the September 29 Office Action. 
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V, SUMMARY OF THE CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER (37 CFJt § 41.37(c)(l)(v)) 
The subject matter of claim 1 can be summarized as follows: 

A system including a router is provided. The router includes a first interface to 
communicate with a local area network connection at an end user computer and a second 
interface to conununicate with a wide area network connection at a distributed computer 
network. The router also includes detection logic responsive to the first interface. The 
detection logic detects user inactivity at the end-user computer. In addition the router 
includes blocking logic responsive to the detection logic. The blocking logic selectively 
initiates a blocking signal to disable communications received at the second interface 
from being sent over the first interface to the end-user computer. 

Claim 1 finds support from at least paragraphs [1018] - [1021] of the 
specification. 

The subject matter of claim 10 can be summarized as follows: 

A method is provided that includes establishing a broadband connection at routing 
equipment The broadband connection includes a first local data connection between an 
end-user computer and the routing equipment and a second wide area network data 
connection between the routing equipment and an internet service provider. The method 
also includes detecting at the routing equipment that the end-user computer has been idle 
for an idle time greater than an idle time inactivity threshold and deterrnining an 
inactivity event at the routing equipment. In addition, the method includes initiating a 
blocking signal at the routing equipment to establish a blocking condition. The blocking 
signal blocks data received at the routing equipment via the second wide area network 
data connection from being communicated from the routing equipment to the end-user 
computer via the first local data connection. 

Claim 10 finds support from at least paragraphs [1022] - [1025] of the 
specification. 

2 U.S. App. No.; 10/623,274 
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The subject matter of claim 19 can be summarized as follows: 

A method of routing data at digital subscriber line routing equipment is provided. 
The method includes establishing a first portion of a digital subscriber line connection at 
digital subscriber line routing equipment The first portion of the digital subscriber line 
connection includes a local Ethernet data connection between an end-user computer and 
the digital subscriber line routing equipment The first portion of the digital subscriber 
line connection terminates at a first port of the digital subscriber line routing equipment 
The method also includes establishing a second portion of the digital subscriber 
line connection. The second portion of the digital subscriber line connection includes a 
wide area data connection between the digital subscriber line routing equipment and 
internet service provider equipment. The second portion of the digital subscriber line 
connection terminates at a second port of the digital subscriber line routing equipment. 
In addition, the method includes detecting at the first port of the digital subscriber line 
routing equipment an indication that the end-user computer has been idle for an idle time 
greater than an idle time inactivity threshold. During a first period of time;, the method 
further includes initiating a blocking signal at the digital subscriber line routing 
equipment. The blocking signal blocks data received from the second port of the digital 
subscriber line routing equipment from being communicated by the first port of the 
digital subscriber line routing equipment 

Claim 19 finds support from at least paragraphs [1022] - [1025] of the 
specification. 

The subject matter of claim 23 can be summarized as follows: 

A system including a router is provided. The router includes a first interface to a 
local area network where the local area network includes a plurality of end-user 
computers. The router also includes a second interface to a wide area network 
connection. In addition, the router includes detection logic responsive to the first 
interface. The detection logic detects user inactivity at one or more of the plurality of 
end-user computers. Further, the router includes blocking logic responsive to the 

3 U-S-App-No.: J 0/^3^74 
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detection logic. The blocking logic selectively initiates a blocking signal to selectively 
disable communications from being sent over the first interface to at least one of the 
plurality of end-user computers in the local area network while allowing communications 
to be sent over the first interface to at least one other of the plurality of end-user 
computers in the local area network. 

Claim 23 finds support from at least paragraphs [1018] - [1021] of the 
specification. 

The subject matter of claim 26 can be suromari2ed as follows: 

A method is provided that includes establishing a broadband connection at a 
router. The broadband connection includes a first data connection between a local area 
network coupled to a plurality of end-user computers and a wide area network data 
connection to an internet service provider. The method also includes detecting at the 
router that one or more of the plurality of the end-user computers in the local area 
network has been idle for a time greater than an inactivity threshold In addition, the 
method includes initiating a blocking signal at the router. The blocking signal selectively 
blocks data originating from the wide area network data connection from being 
communicated to the one or more of the plurality of inactive end-user computers while 
allowing data originating from the wide area network data connection to be 
communicated to at least one of the plurality of the end-user computers that remains in an 
active state. 

Claim 26 finds support from at least paragraphs [1022] - [1025] of the 
specification. 

VI. GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL (37 C-F.R. S 
4137(c)(l)(vi)) 

A. Claims 1-4, 6, 8-14, 16 s 17, 19-26, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 
(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,477,595 ("Cohen") in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,145,083 ("Shaffer"). 

4 U.S.App.No.: 10/623.274 
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B. Claims 5, 18, 27, and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as being 
unpatentable over Cohen in view of Shaffer and in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,807,666 
("Evans"). 

C. Claims 7, 15, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as being 
unpatentable over Cohen in view of Shaffer and in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,510,152 
("Gerszberg"). 

VH. ARGUMENT (37 CF.R. § 41.37(c)(l)(vii)) 

Appellant respectfully appeals each of the rejections applied against all claims now 
pending on appeal. 

A. Claims 1-4, 6, 8-14, 16, 17, 19-26, and 29 are Allowable Over Cohen in View 
of Shaffer 

Appellant traverses the rejection of claims 1-4, 6, 8-14, 16, 17, 19-26, and 29 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103 (a) over Cohen in view of Shaffer, at paragraph 3, page 4 of the September 29 
Office Action. 

There are five independent claims in the case. Each independent claim stands or falls 
independently. Arguments demonstrating the allowability of each independent claim are 
presented herein. 

The September 29 Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, 
which requires: 

1) there must be a suggestion or motivation to make the asserted combination, 
either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one 
of ordinary skill in the art; 

2) there must be a reasonable expectation of success; and 

3) the alleged combination teaches or suggests all the claim Umitations. 
SeeMP.RP. §2142. 



5 
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Appellant submits that the asserted combination of references fails to disclose or suggest 
the particular combination of elements recited in the claims. Further, Appellant submits that 
there is no suggestion or motivation to make the asserted combination of references either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art 

Independent Claim 1 

Neither Cohen, nor Shaffer, disclose or suggest the specific combination of claim 1. For 
example, the September 29 Office Action acknowledges that Cohen does not disclose or suggest 
a router that includes blocking logic to selectively initiate a blocking signal to disable 
communications received from an interface to a wide area network from being sent to an end- 
user computer over an interface to a local area network, as recited in Claim 1 , In contrast to 
claim 1, Cohen discloses a customer premise digital subscriber line (CP DSL) modem that may 
issue a local standby command to a central office (CO) modem in a DSL multiplexer when there 
is no activity at the CP DSL modem Ethernet port. The DSL multiplexer will release the inactive 
CP DSL modem to a free modem pool. (See Cohen, col. 10, line 63 - coL 1 1, line 3; FIG. 2B). 
Cohen does not disclose determining inactivity of an end-user computer at routing equipment 
(i.e., though a modem is not receiving data from a computer, the computer is not necessarily 
inactive), as recited in claim 1 . Additionally, Cohen does not disclose blocking logic that 
selectively initiates a blocking signal to disable communications received at one interface of the 
router from being sent to an end-user computer via another interface of the router, as recited in 
claim 1. 

Shaffer does not disclose the features of claim 1 that are not disclosed by Cohen. In 
contrast to claim 1, Shaffer discloses a computing device including a screen saver program that is 
"configurable with respect to selecting a particular time period, so that the screen saver switches 
the computing device to a locked mode when the computing device is idle for a period exceeding 
the pre-selected period." (See Shaffer, col. 5. lines 21-25). "The locked mode inhibits access to 
user data within thfe local memory, controls the display at the computer monitor, and restricts 
communication with the network via the network link." (Shaffer, coL 5, lines 29-3 1). Thus, 
Shaffer discloses a screen saver capability that restricts functions at the computing device. 
Shaffer does not disclose or suggest a router including blocking logic that selectively initiates a 

6 U.S.App.No.: 10/623,274 
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blocking signal to disable communications received at one interface of the router from being sent 
to an end-user computer via another interface of the router, as recited in claim L 

The Examiner argues that the combination of Cohen and Shaffer discloses a system in 
which access is denied to an incoming call received via a network link when the system is in 
high-security mode, until a user authentication is validated (See September 29 Office Action, p. 
3). Appellant notes that the network link relied upon by the Examiner is a component of the 
computing system taught by Shaffer. (Shaffer, col. 4, 11. 41-43). TTius, even if the network link 
disclosed by Shaffer denies access to an incoming call, Shaffer still does not disclose a router 
that initiates a blocking signal to disable communications received at one interface of the router 
from being sent over another interface of the router to an end-user computer, as recited in claim 
L Thus, claim 1 is allowable. 

Claims 2-4, 6, and 8-9 depend from claim 1, which Appellant has shown to be allowable. 
Hence, the combination of Cohen and Shaffer also fails to disclose or suggest at least one of the 
elements recited in claims 2-4, 6, and 8-9, at least by virtue of their dependency from claim I. 
Accordingly, claims 2-4 5 6, and 8-9 are also allowable. 

Further, the dependent claims recite additional features not disclosed by Cohen and 
Shaffer. For example, neither Cohen, nor Shaffer, disclose detection logic and blocking logic 
embedded within an auto-sensing Ethernet port of the router, as recited in claim 6- In contrast to 
claim 6, Cohen discloses that a customer premise digital subscriber line (DSL) modem may issue 
a local standby command when there is no activity detected by the customer premise modem at 
an Ethernet port of the customer premise modem. (See Cohen, col 1 0, line 63 - col. 1 1 , line 3). 
In contrast to claim 6 5 Shaffer does not disclose or suggest a router including an auto-sensing 
Ethernet port and detection logic and blocking logic embedded within the router Ethernet port, as 
recited in claim 6. For this additional reason, claim 6 is allowable. 

Independent Claim 1 0 

Neither Cohen, nor Shaffer, disclose or suggest the specific combination of claim 10. For 
example, neither Cohen, nor Shaffer, disclose or suggest initiating a blocking signal at routing 
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equipment to establish a blocking condition, the blocking signal blocking data received at the 
routing equipment via a second wide area network data connection from being communicated 
from the routing equipment to an end-user computer via a first local data connection. Hie 
Examiner has indicated that claim 10 has been rejected using the same rationale as that for claim 
1. (September 29 Office Action, p. 7). As explained previously, however, Cohen discloses a 
customer premise digital subscriber line (CP DSL) modem that may issue a local standby 
command to a central office (CO) modem in a DSL multiplexer when there is no activity at the 
CP DSL modem Ethernet port. The DSL multiplexer will release the inactive CP DSL modem 
to a free modem pool. (See Cohen, col. 10, line 63 - col. 1 1, line 3; FIG. 2B). Cohen does not 
disclose determining inactivity of an end-user computer at routing equipment (i.e.. though a 
modem is not receiving data from a computer, the computer is not necessarily inactive), as 
recited in claim 10. Additionally, Cohen does not disclose initiating a blocking signal at the 
routing equipment to establish a blocking condition, where the blocking signal blocks data 
received at the routing equipment from being communicated from the routing equipment to the 
end-user computer, as recited in claim 1 0. Cohen discloses detecting inactivity of a modem and 
releasing the modem to a free modem pool, rather than blocking data communication via the 
modem- 
Shaffer does not disclose the features of claim 1 0 that are not disclosed by Cohen. As 
stated previously, Shaffer discloses a computing device including a screen saver program that is 
"configurable with respect to selecting a particular time period, so that the screen saver switches 
the computing device to a locked mode when the computing device is idle for a period exceeding 
the pre-selected period." (See Shaffer, col. 5. lines 21-25). "The locked mode inhibits access to 
user data within the local memory, controls the display at the computer monitor, and restricts 
communication with the network via the network link." (Shaffer, col. 5, lines 29-3 1). Thus, 
Shaffer discloses a screen saver capability that restricts functions at the computing device. 
Shaffer does not disclose deterniining an inactivity of an end-user computer at a router. 
Additionally, Shaffer does not disclose blocking data originating from a wide area network 
connection of a router from being communicated to a local data connection. Even if the user 
computer disclosed by Shaffer could be said to include both a wide area connection and a local 
area connection, Shaffer discloses blocking access to memory data via a network link, not 
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blocking date from being communicated from a wide area network connection to a local data 
connection. Hence, Claim 10 is allowable. 

Claims 1 1-14 and 16-17 depend from claim 10, which Appellant has shown to be 
allowable. Hence, the combination of Cohen and Shaffer also fails to disclose or suggest at least 
one of the elements recited in claims 11-14 and 16-17, at least by virtue of their dependency 
from claim 10. Accordingly, claims 1 1-14 and 16-17 are also allowable. 

Independent Claim 19 

Neither Cohen, nor Shaffer, disclose or suggest the specific combination of claim 19. For 
example, neither Cohen, nor Shaffer, disclose or suggest during a first period of time, initiating a 
blocking signal at digital subscriber line routing equipment, the blocking signal blocking data 
received from a second port of digital subscriber line routing equipment from being 
communicated by a first port of the digital subscriber line routing equipment, as recited in Claim 
19. The Examiner has indicated that claim 19 has been rejected using the same rationale as that 
for claims 1 and 10. (September 29 Office Action, p. 9). As explained previously, however, 
Cohen discloses a customer premise digital subscriber line (CP DSL) modem that may issue a 
local standby command to a central office (CO) modem in a DSL multiplexer when there is no 
activity at the CP DSL modem Ethernet port The DSL multiplexer will release the inactive CP 
DSL modem to a free modem pooL (See Cohen, col. 10, line 63 - col. 1 1, line 3; FIG. 2B). 
Cohen does not disclose determining inactivity of an end-user computer at routing equipment 
(i.e., though a modem is not receiving data from a computer, the computer is not necessarily 
inactive), as recited in claim 19. Additionally, Cohen does not disclose initiating a blocking 
signal at digital subscriber line routing equipment, the blocking signal blocking data received 
from a second port of digital subscriber line routing equipment from being communicated by a 
first port of the digital subscriber line routing equipment, as recited in Claim 19. Cohen 
discloses detecting inactivity of a; modem and releasing the modem to a free modem pool, rather 
than blocking data communication via the modem. 

As stated previously, Shaffer discloses a computing device including a screen saver 
program that is "configurable with respect to selecting a particular time period, so that the screen 
saver switches the computing device to a locked mode when the computing device is idle for a 
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period exceeding the preselected period- (See Shaffer, col. 5. lines 21-25). "The locked mode 
inhibits access to user data within the local memory, controls the display at the computer 
monitor, and restricts communication with the network via the network link." (Shaffer, col. 5, 
lines 29-3 1). Thus, Shaffer discloses a screen saver capability that restricts functions at the 
computing device. Shaffer does not disclose determining an inactivity of an end-user computer 
at a router. Additionally, Shaffer does not disclose or suggest initiating a blocking signal at 
digital subscriber line routing equipment, where the blocking signal blocks data received from 
one port of the digital subscriber line routing equipment from being communicated by another 
port of the digital subscriber line routing equipment, as recited in claim 19. Hence, Claim 19 is 
allowable. 

Claims 20-22 depend from claim 19, which Appellant has shown to be allowable. Hence, 
the combination of Cohen and Shaffer also fails to disclose or suggest at least one of the 
elements recited in claims 20-22, at least by virtue of their dependency from claim 1 9. Thus, 
claims 20-22 are also allowable. 

Independent Claims 23 and 26 

Neither Cohen, nor Shaffer, disclose or suggest the specific combinations of claim 23 or 
claim 26. For example, neither Cohen, nor Shaffer, disclose or suggest, a router that includes 
blocking logic responsive to the detection logic, the blocking logic to selectively initiate a 
blocking signal to selectively disable communications from being sent over the first interface to 
at least one of the plurality of end-user computers in the local area network while allowing 
communications to be sent over the first interface to at least one other of the plurality of end-user 
computers in the local area network, as recited in claim 23. The Examiner has indicated that 
claims 23 and 26 have been rejected using the same rationale as that for claims 1 and 10. 
(September 29 Office Action, p. 9). As explained previously, however, Cohen discloses a 
customer premise digital subscriber line (CP DSL) modem that may issue a local standby 
command to a central office (CO) modem in a DSL multiplexer when there is no activity at the 
CP DSL modem Ethernet port The DSL multiplexer will release the inactive CP DSL modem 
to a free modem pool. (See Cohen, col- 10, line 63 - col. 1 1, line 3; FIG. 2B). Cohen does not 
disclose a router that includes blocking logic responsive to the detection logic, the blocking logic 
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to selectively initiate a blocking signal to selectively disable communications from being sent 
over the first interface to at least one of the plurality of end-user computers in the local area 
network while allowing communications to be sent over the first interface to at least one other of 
the plurality of end-user computers in the local area network, as recited in claim 23. Rather, 
Cohen teaches away from this element of claim 23. by disclosing a modem that is placed into 
standby mode, as a result of inactivity at the modem. 

As stated previously, Shaffer discloses a computing device including a screen saver 
program that is "configurable with respect to selecting a particular time period, so that the screen 
saver switches the computing device to a locked mode when the computing device is idle for a 
period exceeding the pre-selected period" (See Shaffer, col. 5. lines 21-25). "The locked mode 
inhibits access to user data within the local memory, controls the display at the computer 
monitor, and restricts communication with the network via the network link." (Shaffer, coL 5, 
lines 29-31), Thus, Shaffer discloses a screen saver capability that restricts functions at the 
computing device. Shaffer does not disclose or suggest a router that includes blocking logic 
responsive to the detection logic, the blocking logic to selectively initiate a blocking signal to 
selectively disable communications from being sent over the first interface to at least one of the 
plurality of end-user computers in the local area network while allowing communications to be 
sent over the first interface to at least one other of the plurality of end-user computers in the local 
area network, as recited in claim 23. Hence, claim 23 is allowable. 

Additionally, neither Cohen, nor Shaffer, disclose or suggest selectively blocking data 
originating from a wide area network data connection from being communicated to one or more 
of a plurality of inactive end-user computers while allowing data originating from the wide area 
network data connection to be communicated to at least one of the plurality of the end-user 
computers that remains in an active state, as recited in Claim 26. Additionally, Cohen teaches 
away from this element of claim 26, by disclosing a modem that is placed into standby mode, as 
a result of inactivity at the modem. Hence, claim 26 is allowable. 

Claims 24-25 depend from Claim 23. Claim 29 depends from Claim 26. Hence, claims 
24-25 and 29 are allowable, at least by virtue of their dependency from claims 23 and 26. 
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Further, the dependent claims include additional features not disclosed by Cohen and 
Shaffer For example, neither Cohen, nor Shaffer, disclose detection logic and blocking logic 
that are embedded within an auto- sensing Ethernet port, as recited in claim 25. In contrast to 
claim 25, Cohen discloses that a customer premise digital subscriber line (DSL) modem may 
issue a local standby command when there is no activity detected by the customer premise 
modem at an Ethernet port of the customer premise modem. (See Cohen, col. 1 0, line 63 - col. 
1 1, line 3). In contrast to claim 25, Shaffer does not disclose or suggest a router including an 
auto-sensing Ethernet port and detection logic and blocking logic embedded within the router 
Ethernet port, as recited in claim 25. For this additional reason, claim 25 is allowable. 

B. Claims 5, 18, and 27-28 are Allowable Over Cohen in View of Shaffer and in 
View of Evans 

Appellant traverses the rejection of claims 5, 18, and 27-28 under 35 U.S.C. 103 
(a) over Cohen in view of Shaffer in view of Evans, at paragraph 4, page 12 of the 
September 29 Office Action. 

Claim 5 

Claim 5 depends from claim L As explained previously, the combination of 
Cohen and Shaffer does not disclose or suggest each of the elements recited in claim 1. 
For example, Cohen and Shaffer do not disclose or suggest a router including blocking 
logic responsive to detection logic where the blocking logic selectively initiates a 
blocking signal to disable communications received at a second interface from being sent 
over a first interface to an end-user computer, as recited in claim 1. Evans does not teach 
or suggest the features of claim 1 that are not disclosed by Cohen and Shaffer. 

In contrast to claim 1, Evans discloses an operating system that allows multiple 
users to be logged in at the same time using a common logon screen, where each user is 
associated with their own desktop and each user's data is separated from the data of other 
users. (See Evans, col. 3, lines 54-57 and col. 4, lines 23-35), Evans also discloses that 
after a user configurable period of inactivity, the operating system will switch the display 
to the logon screen. (See Evans, col. 5, lines 29-34). Evans, however, does not disclose 
or suggest a router including blocking logic responsive to detection logic, where the 
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blocking logic selectively initiates a blocking signal to disable communications received 
at a second interface from being sent over a first interface to an end-user computer, as 
recited in claim 1 , Thus, claim 5 is allowable at least by virtue of its dependency from 
claim 1. 

Claim IS 

Claim 1 8 depends from claim 10. As explained previously, the combination of 
Cohen and Shaffer does not disclose or suggest each of the elements recited in claim 10. 
For example, Cohen and Shaffer do not disclose or suggest initiating a blocking signal at 
routing equipment to establish a blocking condition, where the blocking signal blocks 
data received at the routing equipment via one data network connection from being 
communicated from the routing equipment to an end-user computer via another network 
connection, as recited in claim 10. Evans does not teach or suggest the features of claim 
10 that are not disclosed by Cohen and Shaffer. 

In contrast to claim 10, Evans discloses an operating system that allows multiple 
users to be logged in at the same time using a common logon screen, where each user is 
associated with their own desktop and each user's data is separated from the data of other 
users. (See Evans, col. 3, lines 54-57 and col. 4, lines 23-35), Evans also discloses that 
after a user configurable period of inactivity, the operating system will switch the display 
to the logon screen, (See Evans, col. 5, lines 29-34). Evans, however, does not disclose 
or suggest initiating a blocking signal at routing equipment, where the blocking signal 
blocks data received at the routing equipment via one data connection from being 
communicated from the routing equipment to an end-user computer via another data 
connection, as recited in claim 10. Thus, claim 18 is allowable at least by virtue of its 
dependency from claim 1 0. 

Claims 27 and 28 

Claims 27 and 28 depend from claim 26. As discussed above, the combination of 
Cohen and Shaffer does not disclose or suggest each of the elements recited in claim 26. 
For example, Cohen and Shaffer do not disclose or suggest initiating a blocking signal at 
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a router, where the blocking signal selectively blocks data originating from a wide area 
network data connection from being communicated to the one or more of a plurality of 
inactive end-user computers while allowing data originating from the wide area network 
data connection to be communicated to at least one of the plurality of the end-user 
computers that remains in an active state, as recited in claim 26, Evans does not teach or 
suggest the features of claim 26 that are not disclosed by Cohen and ShaJBfer. 

In contrast to claim 26, Evans discloses an operating system that allows multiple 
users to be logged in at the same time using a common logon screen, where each user is 
associated with their own desktop and each user's data is separated from the data of other 
users. (See Evans, col. 3 5 lines 54-57 and col. 4, lines 23-35). Evans also discloses that 
after a user configurable period of inactivity, the operating system will switch the display 
to the logon screen. (See Evans, col. 5, lines 29-34). Evans, however, does not disclose 
initiating a blocking signal at a router, where the blocking signal selectively blocks data 
originating from a wide area network data connection from being communicated to the 
one or more of the plurality of inactive end-user computers while allowing data 
originating from the wide area network data connection to be communicated to at least 
one of the plurality of the end-user computers that remains in an active state, as recited in 
claim 26, Thus, claims 27-28 axe allowable at least by virtue of their dependency from 
claim 26. 

C. Claims 7, 15, and 30 are Allowable Over Cohen in View of Shaffer and in 
View of Gerszberg 

Appellant traverses the rejection of claims 7, 15, and 30 under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) 
over Cohen in view of Shaffer and in view of Gerszberg, at paragraph 5, page 13 of the 
September 29 Office Action. 

Claims 7, 15, and 30 depend from independent claims l s 10, and 26, respectively. 
As discussed above, the combination of Cohen and Shaffer does not disclose or suggest 
each of the elements recited in claims 1, 10, and 26. For example,, Cohen and Shaffer do 
not disclose or suggest a t outer including blocking logic responsive to detection logic 
where the blocking logic selectively initiates a blocking signal to disable communications 
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.received at a second interface from being sent over a first interface to an end-user 
computer, as recited in claim 1 . Cohen and Shaffer also do not disclose or suggest 
initiating a blocking signal at the routing equipment to establish a blocking condition 
where the blocking signal blocks data received at the routing equipment via a second 
wide area network data connection from being communicated from the routing 
equipment to an end-user computer via a first local data connection, as recited in claim 
10. Further, Cohen and Shaffer do not disclose or suggest initiating a blocking signal at a 
router, where the blocking signal selectively blocks data originating from the wide area 
network data connection from being communicated to the one or more of the plurality of 
inactive end-user computers while allowing data originating from the wide area network 
data connection to be communicated to at least one of the plurality of the end-user 
computers that remains in an active state, as recited in claim 26. 

Gerszberg does not teach or suggest the features of claims 1, 10, and 26 that axe 
not disclosed by Cohen and Shaffer. In contrast to claims 1, 10, and 26, Gerszberg 
discloses an integrated residence gateway and set-top box device that provide 
communications services to customers via a coaxial cable, a twisted pair, or both. (See 
Gerszberg, Abstract), Gerszberg, however, does not disclose or suggest a router or 
routing equipment that initiates a blocking signal, as recited in claims 1, 10, and 26. 
Thus, claims 7, 15, and 30 are allowable at least by virtue of their dependency from their 
respective independent claims, claims l s 10, and 26. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, Appellant respectfully submits that all of the 
pending claims of the present application are allowable, In view of the arguments 
presented above, Appellant respectfully requests reconsideration and allowance of the 
application. 
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VIII. CLAIMS APPENDIX (37 C.FJL § 41 J7(c)(l)(viii)) 

The text of each claim involved in the appeal is as follows: 

1. (Previously Presented) A system comprising: 
a router, including: 

a first interface to communicate with a local area network connection at an end 
user computer; 

a second interface to communicate with a wide area network connection at a 
distributed computer network; 
detection logic responsive to the first interface, the detection logic to detect user 

inactivity at the end-user computer, and 
blocking logic responsive to the detection logic, the blocking logic to selectively initiate a 

blocking signal to disable communications received at the second interface from 

being sent over the first interface to the end-user computer. 

2. (Original) The system of claim 1, wherein the blocking logic sends the 
blocking signal in response to the detecting logic detecting the user inactivity for a 
selected period of time. 

3. (Original) The system of claim 2, wherein the selected period of time is 
between one and ten minutes. 

4. (Original) The system of claim 2, wherein the selected period of time is a fixed 
time period. 

5. (Original) The system of claim 2, wherein the selected period of time is 
determined by a user of the end-user computer. 

6. (Previously Presented) The system of claim 1, wherein the detection logic and 
the blocking logic are embedded within an auto-sensing Ethernet port of the router. 
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7. (Original) The system of claim 1, wherein the wide area network is a digital 
subscriber line connection that carries authenticated point to point protocol over Ethernet 
session traffic, 

8. (Original) The system of claim 1, wherein the distributed computer network is 
the Internet, 

9. (Original) The system of claim 1, wherein the second interface is coupled to an 
internet service provider, 

10. (Previously Presented) A method comprising: 

establishing a broadband connection at routing equipment, the broadband connection 
including a first local data connection between an end-user computer and the 
routing equipment and a second wide area network data connection between the 
routing equipment and an internet service provider, 

detecting at the routing equipment that the end-user computer has been idle for an idle 
time greater than an idle time inactivity threshold and determining an inactivity 
event at the routing equipment; and 

initiating a blocking signal at the routing equipment to establish a blocking condition, the 
blocking signal blocking data received at the routing equipment via the second 
wide area network data connection from being communicated from the routing 
equipment to the end-user computer via the first local data connection. 

1 1 . (Original) Hie method of claim 1 0, further comprising detecting activity 
from the end-user computer at the routing equipment 

12. (Original) The method of claim 1 1, further comprising removing the blocking 
condition to allow communications from the second wide area data connection to be sent 
to the first local data connection. 
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13. (Original) The method of claim 12, further comprising allowing data 
communications from the first local data connection to be communicated to the second 
wide area data connection. 

14. (Original) The method of claim 10, wherein the first local data connection is 
an Ethernet connection. 

15. (Original) The method of claim 10, wherein the second wide area data 
connection is a point to point over Ethernet session* 

1 6. (Original) The method of claim 1 0, wherein the idle time inactivity threshold 
is a fixed threshold defining a fixed amount of idle time. 

17. (Original) The method of claim 1 0, wherein the idle time activity threshold is 
a programmable threshold. 

18. (Original) The method of claim 17, further comprising receiving user defined 
idle time information and modifying the idle time inactivity threshold based on the user 
defined idle time information. 

19. (Previously Presented) A method of routing data at digital subscriber line 
routing equipment, the method comprising: 

establishing a first portion of a digital subscriber line connection at digital subscriber line 
routing equipment, the first portion of the digital subscriber line connection 
including a local Ethernet data connection between an end-user computer and the 
digital subscriber line routing equipment, the first portion of the digital subscriber 
line connection terminating at a first port of the digital subscriber line routing 
equipment; 

establishing a second portion of the digital subscriber line connection, the second portion 
of the digital subscriber line connection including a wide a*ea data 
connection between the digital subscriber line routing equipment and internet 
sendee provider equipment the second portion of the digital subscriber line 
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connection terminating at a second port of the digital subscriber line routing 
equipment; 

detecting at the first port of the digital subscriber line routing equipment an indication 

that the end-user computer has been idle for an idle time greater than an idle time 
inactivity threshold; and 

during a first period of time, initiating a blocking signal at the digital subscriber line 
routing equipment, the blocking signal blocking data received from the second 
port of the digital subscriber line routing equipment from being communicated by 
the first port of the digital subscriber line routing equipment 

20. (Original) The method of claim 19, further comprising, during a second 
period of time after the first period of time, detecting activity at the first port of the digital 
subscriber line routing equipment indicating activity at the end-user computer and 
communicating data received at the second port of the digital subscriber line routing 
equipment to the first port of the digital subscriber line routing equipment and to the end- 
user computer. 

21. (Original) The method of claim 20, wherein the idle time inactivity threshold 
is a fixed threshold defining a fixed amount of idle time. 

22. (Original) The method of claim 20, wherein the idle time inactivity threshold 
is a programmable threshold. 

23. (Previously Presented) A system, comprising: 
a router, including: 

a first interface to a local area network, said local area network comprising a 

plurality of end-user computers; 
a second interface to a wide area network connection; 

detection logic responsive to the first interface, the detection logic to detect user 
inactivity at one or more of the plurality of end-user computers; and 
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blocking logic responsive to the detection logic, the blocking logic to selectively 
initiate a blocking signal to selectively disable communications from 
being sent over the first interface to at least one of the plurality of end- 
user computers in the local area network while allowing communications 
to be sent over the first interface to at least one other of the plurality of 
end-user computers in the local area network. 

24. (Previously presented) The system of claim 23, wherein the user inactivity is 
detected after a selected period of time, 

25. (Previously presented) The system of claim 23, wherein the detection logic 
and the blocking logic is embedded within an auto-sensing Ethernet port. 

26. (Previously Presented) A method comprising; 

establishing a broadband connection at a router, the broadband connection 

including a fust data connection between a local area network coupled to 
a plurality of end-user computers and a wide area network data 
connection to an internet service provider; 
detecting at the router that one or more of the plurality of the end-user computers 
in the local area network has been idle for a time greater than an 
inactivity threshold; and 
initiating a blocking signal at the router, the blocking signal selectively blocking 
data originating from the wide area network data connection from being 
communicated to the one or more of the plurality of inactive end-user 
computers while allowing data originating from the wide area network 
data connection to be communicated to at least one of the plurality of the 
end-user computers that remains in an active state. 

27, (Previously presented) The method of claim 26 s further comprising detecting 
resumed activity from at least one of the one or more of the plurality of end-user 
computers previously in an inactive state. 

20 US.App.No.: 10/623.274 

PAGE 26/28 * RCVD AT 2/1 2/2007 3:59:58 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/30 ' DNIS:2738300 * CSID:5123275575 * DURATION (mm-$s):05-16 



FEB. 12. 2007 2:56PM TOLER SCHAFFER 



NO. 488 P. 27 

Attorney Docket No.: 1033-SS00378 



28. (Previously presented) The method of claim 27, Anther comprising allowing 
communications from the wide area network data connection to be sent to the at least one 
of the one or more of the plurality of end-user computers previously in an inactive state. 

29. (Previously presented) The method of claim 26, wherein the first data 
connection is an Ethernet connection. 

30. (Previously presented) The method of claim 26, wherein the wide area 
network data connection is a point to point over Ethernet session. 
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EVIDENCE APPENDIX (37 CF.R. § 41 J7(c)(l)(ix)) 

(N/A) 



X. 



RELATED PROCEEDINGS APPENDIX (37 CF.R. § 41 J7(c)(l)(x)) 

(N/A) 

CONCLUSION 

For at least the above reasons, all pending claims are allowable and a notice of 
allowance is courteously solicited. Please direct any questions or comments to the 
undersigned attorney al the address indicated. Appellant respectfully requests 
reconsideration aud allowance of all claims and that this patent application is passed to 



issue. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date 



Jeffrey G. Toler, Reg. No. 38,342 
Attorney for Appellant(s) 
TOLER SCHAFFER, L.L.P. 
8500 Bluffstone Cove, Suite A201 
Austin, Texas 78759 
(512) 327-5515 (phone) 
(512) 327-5575 (fax) 
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